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I. INTRODUCTION 
A. Divorce: The Routine Crisis 
The dissolution of families by divorce has become 
extremely common. It attracts little attention as an acute 
mental health stress warranting vigorous methods of crisis 
intervention or preventive psychiatry concerning the minor 
children involved as third parties. Not only are divorces 
exceedingly common in contemporary society, but the rate of 
divorce per thousand population has been increasing in 
Oregon. Associated with this trend is the high percentage 
of broken homes which include minor children. Urban Mult­
nomah County, for instance, recorded more than one-third of 
the divorces granted in 1969 as cases with children under 
age 18; rural Benton County, more than one-half. Since 
there are approximately two minor children per broken 
family, an estimated 3000 dependent children will feel the 
impact of divorces granted this year in Multnomah County. 
(Bureau of Vital Statistics, State of Oregon, 1969.) 
Certainly, there is no need to belabor the point that \ 
the breakdown of a family unit is painful for everyone in 
it, especially children in the early stages of development. 
It has been pointed out (Schwartz, 1968) that family agency 
counseling is routinely confronted by problems of divorce 
and children from multiple marriages. Furthermore, Codding­
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ton (1970) found that professional people who deal with 
children rank divorce of parents as one of the most trau­
matic events that may distort normal development from the 
pre-school period through the mid-teens. It should be kept 
in mind that the impact of divorce per!! is difficult to 
assess but it is correlated with a wide range of develop­
mental maladjustments. A number of studies have shown that 
the nature of personal maladjustment in children whose 
parents divorce is complex and variable. (Locke, 1951; 
Goode, 1956; Landis, 1960; Glueck and Glueck, 1962; Rosen­
berg, 1965; Buss, 1966; Hunt, 1967.) Locally, it has been 
reported that about half the referrals for juvenile delin­
quency are children who are not living in a complete 
family unit. (MUltnomah County Juvenile Dept., 1969.) 
As a rule throughout the nation, our legal system in­
advertently aggravates the divorce crisis rather than serv­
ing as an entre for both symptomatic treatment and secondary 
preventionl of behavior disorders. It has been pointed out 
many times that the adversary system is inappropriate in dis­
charging the court's responsibilities to troubled families. 
The system of establishing "fault" aggravates the parents' 
vendetta and further impairs their capacity to rear chil­
dren. Most recently, Wadlington (1969) has detailed the old 
IGerald Caplan, princiRles of Preventive Psychiatry
(New York: Basic Books, 196 ,. --
Caplan refers to three public health concepts regarding 
prevention--primary, secondary and tertiary prevention. 
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story of how negotiations concerning custody and visitation 
are sandwiched between the attorney's efforts to secure the 
best possible material settlement for his client. In dis­
charging his ethical responsibility, to press his client's 
case along with the economic constraints of his professional 
role, it would be an extraordinary attorney indeed who could 
function effectively as a family counselor. Instead, the 
minor child is usually not unlike chattel in the bargaining 
"dividing the spoils." (Leslie, 1967.) Legal reforms such 
as "no fault" divorce decrees, establishment of "family 
courts," and having separate legal counsel for minor chil­
dren are now being advocated. (Hansen & Goldberg, 1967; 
Wadlington, 1969.) 
B. Oregon Law 
Oregon's 1971 Legislature, now in seSSion, is consid­
ering a number of reforms. It h~s enacted a "no fault" 
divorce law similar to those in Iowa and California. More­
over, the Legislature is weighing the establishment of a 
centralized administrative unit intended to strengthen 
resources for children. At the present time, however, all 
the problems of the adversary system exist in Oregon's law. 
The vast majority of minor children experiencing the crisis 
of their parents' divorce probably receive no special ser­
vices. The usual system of private attorneys struggling 
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w1th custody-v1s1tat1on problems, 1n the context of a f1nan­
c1al settlement, 1s the rule. S1nce 80~ to 90~ of d1vorce 
decrees are default cases, they are processed by the court 1n 
just a few m1nutes. Ord1narily the trial judge will have 
t1me only to 1nsure that there 1s some prov1s1on for ch1ld 
support and "reasonable v1s1tat1on." Otherw1se, the tr1al 
judge's t1me 1s consumed by the hard-core m1nor1ty of cases 
wh1ch are b1tter custody battles and host1le mod1f1cat1ons 
of v1s1t1ng arrangements. In these cases there 1s often a 
thorough exam1nat1on of the fam1l1es although solut1ons to 
date have been hampered by the adversary nature of the pro­
ceed1ngs. 
There 1s a great d1spar1ty between the pract1cal prOb-\ 
lem the tr1al Judge faces 1n dea11ng w1th hundreds of d1· 
vorces and the great respons1b1l1ty the law places upon h1m 
for the welfare of m1nor ch1ldren. ORS 107.100 "Prov1s1ons 
of Decree of D1vorce or Annulment" clearly states that the 
court shall cons1der the "best 1nterests" of the ch1ld 1n 
determ1n1ng custody and the mother per se shall not be g1ven 
preference. Although 1t 1s customary to grant the non­
custod1al parent "reasonable lt arrangements for v1s1ting h1s 
ch1ldren, th1s has been established by case law rather than 
by statute. (Hammersley, 1970.) There 1s no quest10n that 
the tr1al Judge has broad respons1b1l1t1es and broad powers 
1n look1ng after the welfare of a m1nor ch1ld as th1rd party 
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to a divorce action. Furthermore, according to the Oregon 
Supreme Court (Tingen vs. Tingen, 1968) he is admonished to 
consider a complex configuration of no less than eight major 
factors in reaching his opinion rather than relying on any 
simplistic tradition. 
C. Multnomah County 
Oregonls highly urbanized center has a special re­
source to help cope with the problems of divorce, the Family 
~ervices Department of the Multnomah County Circuit Court. 
Its experienced counselors provide both conciliation coun­
seling (prior to divorce) and custody-visitation consulta­
tions. Historically a high priority was given to concilia­
tion counseling which might help head off impulsive, 
unwarranted divorce actions. Typically a husband petitions 
the court for conciliation counseling after his wife has 
taken some initial step in the divorce process. She may be 
required to participate in brief counseling before the court 
will act on her intention to dissolve the marriage. This is a 
unique variation on the widespread use of "marriage counsel­
ing" provided by pastors, social workers, psychiatrists, 
psychologists and others in the community. 
Over the years, the Family Services Department has 
gradually developed an increasing caseload of "custody coun­
seling," focused primarily on issues of custody and visit­
6 
ing arrangements. (Family Services Department Annual 
Report, 1969.) This might properly be called "divorce coun..; 
seling" as well in that it attempts to help marriage part­
ners separate with less rancor and better able to carry out·· 
their parenting roles. Here there is an attempt to have 
parents participate in decision-making regarding how they 
will function as parents to their minor children, rather 
than engaging in bitter court battles or being subject to 
arbitrary Judicial rulings. In some instances, the circuit 
court may require time-limited custody-visiting counseling 
with the understanding that an agreement must be reached £l 
the parents or rules will be dictated to the parents. 
Although Multnomah County is fortunate in being a step 
closer to a problem-solving "family court," only a selected 
segment of cases has an opportunity to benefit from these 
sophisticated extra services. These are the cases where a 
party to the legal conflict contests what the spouse or ex­
spouse is doing or intends to do. The routine divorce in 
Multnomah County, as elsewhere, is handled as a default case 
whether there are minor children involved or not. This 
means that the most common type of family dissolution takes 
place mechanically with no special services provided by the 
State of Oregon either to guide the separating parents or to 
directly help their minor children cope with this loss. 
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D. Custody and Vlsltlag 
....,""­
Although it is agreed that the "best interests" of the ""--,
,\, 
minor child shall have the highest priority when a family is 
disrupted by divorce, there is a notable lack of scientific 
knowledge about which custody and visiting arrangement will 
best serve the child's development. QUite apart from the 
value issue about what is "good for the child," there is no 
prediction equation for the court to weigh the data on the 
child's behalf. Even if these data were rellable--rather 
than ranging from demographic facts through expert opinion 
to biased anecdotes--there are no firmly established corre­
lations relating these "facts" to outcome criteria. ----/ 
Nevertheless, the court is expected to consider the 
following factors in rendering a sound decision: 
1) The conduct of the parties; 2) the moral, 
emotional, and phys1cal fitness of the partlesj
3) the comparative physical environments; 4) the 
emotional ties of the child to other family mem­
bers; 5) the interest of the ~artles in, and 
attitude toward, the child; 6) the age, sex and 
health of the child; 7) the desirability of con­
t1nuing an existing relationship and environment; 
and 8) the preference of the child. (Tingen vs. 
Tingen, 1968.) 
The custody arrangement not only must consider which -'\ 
\, 
parent has foremost responsibility for the child's day-to­
day care and financial basis for child support, but it must 
come to grips with the non-custodial parent's role. Usually 
the court defines this secondary parenting role as "reason­
8 
able visitation." Again the trial judge would be hard 
pressed to have a basis in fact for his recommendations or 
decisions concerning visiting in the average case. EehaV-~__...1 
ioral scientists have not provided a foundation of data-
based conclusions upon which the court can build. Because 
of this lack, counselors would be wise to be humble and 
open-minded in providing guidance about visiting. (Griffith, 
Hack, Murphy, Weiman, Williams, Van Lydegraf, & Glaudin, 
1970. ) 
What is available in the literature, concerning the 
relationship of a dependent child to his non-custodial 
parent, is largely a matter of conjecture and clinical 
opinion. Usually the absentee father is urged to maintain 
a visiting relationship as part of being a responsible 
parent, modulated by the practical considerations of the 
child's developmental stage. (Grollman, 1969; Hansen & 
Goldberg, 1967; Despert, 1962.) Much of this guidance has a 
moralistic ring including a cataloguing of the "sins" of di­
vorcing parents. (Pollack, 1967.) Even the progressive 
family court is in danger of assuming that its list of 
"shoulds" inevitably serves the child's welfare. (Hansen & 
Goldberg, 1967.) In contrast, Steinzor (1969) contends that 
the parents need "heartfelt confrontation" which produces a 
genuine "emotional divorce." His experience leads him to 
believe that parents are capable of only the most superfi­
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cial cooperation in caring for a dependent child after 
divorce. In any event, the typical non-custodial fathe;--'--~ 
appears to fade out of the picture rapidly both in terms of 
visiting and maintaining his child support. (Eckhardt, 
1968.) The entire matter is complicated by remarriages 
(Schwartz, 1968) with some findings suggesting that this 
normalizes the life of the fatherless child (Goode, 1956), 
while other data show that the custodial mother's remarriage 
injures the self-esteem of at least some children. (Rosen­
berg, 1965.) --....,..J / 
E. Research on Post-Divorce Visiting of Minor Children 
There has been almost no published research speci­
fically pertaining to the nature of the visiting relation­
ship between the non-custodial parent and his minor child or 
its bearing on the child's best interests. As indicated in 
section D above, most data is anecdotal, unsystematic or 
tangential to this area. However, Goode (1956) systematic­
ally interviewed more than 400 divorced mothers of minor 
children on many topics and included several questions about 
the frequency and quality of visiting. A little more than 
half of the mothers "permittedJl visiting at "any time" or 
"weekly." This was classified as high frequency visiting. 
The median group of mothers was satisfied with visiting fre­
quency, whether it was high or low, but one-fifth desired 
10 

the fathers to see more of the children. 
that the children seemed to provide a vehicle for the con­
tinuing struggle between the divorced parents, including the 
issue of support payment. It was his interpretation that the 
child benefited most when the mother remarried so that the 
youngster was integrated in a new family unit. It is impor­
tant, however, to keep in mind that Goode's information all 
came from the perceptions of the mothers, including those 
that had remarried. 
Paget and Kern (1960) carried out a mailed survey 
which offered social work services to divorced individuals. 
One of their three categories was services available to 
children. Of 195 respondents, the child-centered category 
ranked the lowest in frequency of requests. Initially 22~ 
of respondents requested interviews concerning their chil­
dren but only about half of these parents actually followed 
through. Five per cent of the total pool of respondents 
came in to the agency and talked about problems re1ating to 
visiting. These were mothers who complained that the 
child's contacts with the non-custodial father were destruc­
tive. 
In a recent Oregon study (Griffith, et aI, 1970), 
visiting was the central post-divorce area which was ex­
amined. This research, carried out in Multnomah and Benton 
Counties, reached the conclusion that it was not feasible to 
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contact a representative sample of divorced parents through 
telephone listings or old addresses available at the time of 
divorce one to five years earlier. Nevertheless, twenty­
four interviews focused on visiting problems were carried out 
on a non-representative sample of divorced parents. This 
interviewing provided the ground work necessary to move from 
broad concerns toward a highly structured questionnaire or 
-.>-.~ "" .... ~, ~~'~""'''interview schedule. Findings from these original loosely-
structured interviews suggested that "frequent" visiting 
meant "once-a-week" for recently divorced parents and "twice­
a-month" for those divorced several years. This local study 
also concluded that frequent visiting was not necessarily 
associated with child-centered parental behavior. In a 
number of cases the high contact group was involved in vin­
dictive struggles, arguments about child support, or recon­
ciliation efforts. Those parents divorced for three to five 
years were more likely to have less frequent visiting but a 
better quality of visiting. In the biased sample inter­
viewed, these older parents, who were also divorced longer, 
were not engaged in the old bitter conflicts which had 
racked the marriage. Another important tentative conclusion 
of this preliminary investigation was that the children them­
selves, usually by age eight, played a significant role in 
the decisions influencing the visiting pattern. 
F. Statement of Purpose 
The present descriptive study was broadly concerned 
about divorces which have an impact on minor children. It 
was intended to build on the previous research of Griffith, 
Hack, Murphy, Wieman, Williams, Van Lydegraf & Glaudin (1970) 
in describing the relationships between parents and children 
after divorce. It was the objective of the present research 
team to come closer to the goal of selecting a representa­
tive sample of divorced parents than was possible previously. 
Moreover, an attempt was made to develop ~ highly structured 
questionnaire and interview schedule growing out of the 
earlier experience with semi-structured interviews. 
Data to be collected in the present study were to be 
much more specific and much less impressionistic. Although 
it was considered desirable to obtain a general picture of 
the family dissolution as early in the divorce process as 
possible, special consideration was given to issues pertain­
ing to the visiting relationship of the minor child and the 
non-custodial parent. In addition, the present research not 
only intended to gather descriptive content about divorcing 
parents and their children, but to give primary emphasis to 
assessing the reliability of the findings. To recapitulate, 
the purpose of this study focused on the following immediate 
goals: 
1) To sample a representative group of divorcing 
parents of minor children early in the divorce 
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process. 
2) To construct a highly-structured questionnaire 
which would describe divorcing parents, their 
relationship, attitudes, visiting arrangements 
and the adjustment of the minor children. 
3) To determine the reliability of data gathered by 
means of a mailed questionnaire which taps this 
content. 
II. METHOD 

A. Overall Research Strate81 
The basic strategy of the study was to compare 
responses to a mailed questionnaire completed by divorcing 
parents with the responses of a sub-sample of parents who 
were interviewed. The mailed questionnaire, emphasizing 
description of the visiting relationship of a minor child 
and a non-custodial parent, was distributed during a one­
month period to couples who filed for divorce at the Mult­
nomah County Circuit Court. Questionnaires returned by 
these subjects provided the data for describing families 
at this stage of dissolution. An estimate of the reliabil­
ity of each questionnaire item was made in terms of per cent 
of agreement between a parent's mailed reply and his inter­
view answer.2 The interview data were collected without 
interviewer knowledge of the previously volunteered informa­
tion. The respondent was informed of this fact to maximize 
his freedom to respond in the interview without straining 
artificially toward consistency. 
B. Questionnaire Construction 
A 59 item Minor Child Questionnaire was constructed 
with almost all questions coded in a multiple choice fashion 
2Since the returned questionnaires included 27 complete
couples in the sample, it will be possible to make an addi­
tional estimate of reliability for some items. This analysis 
was not completed for the present report. 
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(Appendix A). Many of the questions were maintained in 
their present form in order to be oonsistent with previous 
studies. The Minor Child Questionnaire oonsisted of the 
following broad categories: 
1) Demographio - Items 1 to 13 desoribed the sub­
Jeot in terms of age, raoe, oooupation, eduoa­
tion, and income. The questions were based on 
earlier survey oarried out by the Family Servioes 
Department. (Karr, 1964.) 
2) 	 Parents' Relationship - Items 14 to 33 depicted 
the marriage relationship, separation, attitudes 
and stability of the partners. These items were 
drawn from a variety of sources. (Goode, 1956; 
National Center for Health Statistios; Karr, 
1964; Griffith, et aI, 1970.) 
3) 	 Visiting Arrangements - Items 34 to 58 fooused 
on custody and visiting with an attempt to reveal 
both current behavior and expectancies. The sec­
tion included attitudes, praotical details, pro­
jeoted concerns, and the role that the court 
should play. ay necessity, almost all of these 
questions were new with the exception of the few 
available from Goode's research. 
16 
4) 	 Children's Identification - The last item of the 
questionnaire identifies all the children from the 
present marriage by name, sex and age. 
C. 	 Questionnaire Respondent Sample 
1) Selection and Approach to Subjects: The original 
pool·-of individuals consisted of all those who filed for 
divorce at the Multnomah County Courthouse between February 
10th and March 10, 1971. These people were listed the day 
of filing in the fee book; however, it was usually one week 
later before a divorce file was sufficiently complete to 
provide the necessary information for sample selection. To 
be selected from the total pool, the divorce file informa­
tion had to meet the following criteria: 
a. 	 The family must include at least one child under 
the age of 18. 
b. 	 There had to be at least one address available 
for a parent. 
Questionnaires were mailed individually to the mother 
and father if just one address was given. In some cases 
there were two addresses, one of which may have been a place 
of business. Severa~ cases permitted mailing to just one 
party to the divorce. There were also instances where di­
vorcing parents with minor children showed no address so 
those families were excluded from the sample. As soon as it 
was determined that an individual was a divorcing parent 
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with a minor child, he or she was mailed a Minor Child O~es­
tionnaire with an explanatory letter from Judge Jean Lewis 
(Appendix Bl). 
A total of 281 Minor Child Questionnaires were mailed 
to subjects meeting the criteria. Those that received the 
questionnaires did so within two weeks of the original fil­
ing. Twelve cases were eliminated from the sample because 
the parties no longer resided at the listed address. Six 
other cases were eliminated because reconciliation had taken 
place. Therefore, 263 subjects meeting the criteria may be 
assumed to have received the Minor Child Questionna1re. If 
the quest10nna1re was not returned w1th1n two weeks, a 
follow-up procedure was carr1ed out consist1ng of telephone 
calls (Appendix B2) and letters (Append1x B3). Telephone 
numbers were obtained for 37 non-respondent subjects and 21 
of them were reached after a m1nimum of three calls. This 
group 1ncluded the six reconc1led couples; of the rema1ning 
15, e1ght subsequently returned the quest10nnaires. Of 136 
follow~up letters sent to subjects w1th no telephone list1ng 
or those 11v1ng out of Portland, only five became leg1timate 
respondents. Finally, 114 Minor Ch11d Questionna1res were 
returned represent1ng approximately a 44~ respondent rate. 
Of these, 108 were returned by Apr11 15, 1971 and were used 
as the N for evaluat1ng almost all of the results. 
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2) Demosraphic Characteristics: The 108 respondents 
who completed the mailed Minor Child Questionnaire coin­
cidentally fell into equal numbers of mothers and fathers. 
Although the range of respondent characteristics was very 
broad, the average parent was in his early 30's, had been 
married about ten years, had two children and had completed 
high school as seen in Table 1. 
TABLE 1 
MEAN DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS 
Mothers Fathers 
N = 54 N =54 
Age 30.67 33.18 
Length of Marriage 9.77 10.51 
Number of Children 2.09 2.09 
Years of Education 12.5 12.5 
a. Mother Respondents: Almost all (96~) of the 
respondents were Caucasian and the majority indicated they 
were Protestants. TYpically their present marriage took 
place when they were 20 years old while only a quarter 
reported a previous marriage. Although more than half (59~) 
were employed, they had usually worked for the most recent 
19 
employer less than a year and earned approximately $2000 per 
year. Almost two-thirds of the mother respondents had been 
separated from their husbands for more than a month but about 
the same percentage said they had lived in the same resi­
dence for at least a year. Half reported that they had been 
separated before and had discussed divorce with their hus­
bands from one to two years prior to filing. 
b. Father Respondents: The same identical high per­
centage of father respondents described themselves as Cauca­
sian (96%) and again the majority stated they were Pro­
testants (56%). The men had married at age 22 or 23 with 
only a few (11%) reporting a previous marriage. Approxi­
mately 85% said they were employed. Two-thirds revealed 
that they earned at least $6,000 per year. They had usually 
worked for their present employer less than five years 
(60%). A little more than half of these men (62%) had been 
separated from their wife more than a month; almost half 
(40%) had been separated before while discussion about 
divorce had first occurred about a year and a half ago. The 
identical percentage who said they were separated more than 
a month also reported they had lived at their present address 
for less than a year. 
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D. Interview Sub-Sa!ple 
1) Relection and Approach to Subjects: The interview 
sub-sample of 30 divorcing parents was drawn from the 54 
fathers and the 54 mothers who returned a completed ques­
tionnaire. To reduce the variability of arrangements, only 
those respondents who fit the pattern of mother-custody of 
at least one child were considered eligible for an inter­
view. ' Questionnaires showed that 9l~ of the respondents fit 
into this arrangement. There was the additional practical 
criterion of selecting only those respondents who live with­
in the Portland Metropolitan Area. Again 9l~ of the revised 
pool met the geographical criterion so that the combined 
restrictive criteria reduced the potential N from 108 to 88. 
These 88 names were divided into three groups with equal sex 
ratios for the three research interviewers to contact. To 
reduce experimental bias, the interviewer knew only the 
name, address, telephone number and mother-custody facts. 
He had no knowledge of the respondent's answers to question­
naire items. 
Since 94~ of the respondents meeting the custody and 
geographical criteria had provided telephone numbers, this 
provided the avenue of approach. A minimum of three calls 
was made to the given numbers and as many as eight were made 
to some before a case was classified as "unreachable. 1I When 
telephone contact was made, the interviewer identified him­
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self, explained the reason for calling and attempted to ar­
range an appointment time on the Portland State University 
campus. (Appendix B4.) 
Table 2 shows the pattern of attrition from the pool 
of questionnaire respondents first restricted by selection 
criteria and then further modified by the process of making 
telephone contact or eliciting cooperation. 
TABLE 2 
ATTRITION PATTERN FROM QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONDENTS 
TO INTERVIEW SUBJECTS 
.... 
Mother Father Total 
-
Q~estionnaire Respondents 54 54 108 
Revised Pool From Custody kld 
Geographic Criteria 44 44 88* 
Telephone Contact Made 30 26 56 
Appointment Made 20 17 37 
Interview Completed 17 13 30 
*Telephone contact revealed that two additional mothers and 
two additional fathers had reconciled since the question­
naire was completed so the revised pool of subjects for inter­
view was actually 84 at most. 
Appointments were usually made one week to ten days 
after the questionnaire had been returned and a month to six 
weeks after the divorce petition had been filed. The N of 
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30 interviews was reached on April 28th for subjects filing 
between February lOth and March lOth. Although almost all 
interviews were conducted at Portland State University, a 
few cooperative people who were unable to reach Portland 
State University, were interviewed in their homes. The pur­
pose and procedure of the interview were carefully explained 
to each subject as the relationship was structured in the 
beginning of the contact following a standard outline 
(Appendix B5). The interviewer attempted to get the best 
possible grasp of the subject's response to a questionnaire 
item. This required clarifying and probing in some in­
stances. Each subject was encouraged to elaborate on his 
situation, to ventilate, to make suggestions about the 
questionnaire, and to give his opinions about the divorce 
process. The standard was to gain the kind of information 
available to a clinician using a structured interview 
schedule. The contact took from a half hour to one hour and 
15 minutes. Immediately after the interview, a brief im­
pressionistic summary was written reiterating the inter­
viewer's perception of the parent. 
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2) Demographic Chracteristics of Interview Sample 
TABLE 3 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF INTERVIEW SAMPLE 

Mothers Fathers 
N = 17 N = 13 
Age 31.65 32.00 
Length of Marriage 10.24 10.90 
Number of Children 2.12 2.08 
Years of Education 12.88 14.15 
Typically both the mothers and fathers who were inter­
viewed were employed. Mothers reported earnings at about 
the $4000 to $6000 level annually. In keeping with their 
high average educational level, fathers reported at the 
$15,000 to $20,000 level modally. Very few of these mothers 
(3) or fathers (1) were married before. All of the women 
and all but one of the men had been separated from their 
current spouse at least one month. Approximately one-half 
of the women and one-third of the men had been separated 
previously. Twelve of the men had lived at their current 
address less than six months while 14 of the women had lived 
at their current address at least one year. 
III • RESULTS3 
A. Questionnaire Content 
1) Parent's Relationship: Fourteen per cent of the 
respondents were still living together three to six weeks 
after filing for divorce; however, one to three months' 
separation was the mode. The pattern of the responses 
showed that the wife typically filed for divorce and that 
she expressed little interest in reconciliation, whereas 
44~ of the husbands stated an interest in resuming the mar­
riage. Three-fourths of the respondents denied that they 
would marry someone else during the year following their 
divorce. The data showed that nervousness, depression, bad 
temper, lack of affectional expression, and sex problems 
were commonly mentioned descriptions of self or spouse. 
Nevertheless, there was a sex difference in these symptoms 
or complaints in that alcohol abuse was more likely to be 
attributed to the fathers, while the subjective possibility 
of having a "nervous breakdown" was associated more with the 
mothers (54~). Despite these indicators of stress, only one 
respondent in ten admitted that he still wanted the partner 
to be "punished. If Approximately 75~ of respondents denied 
that they had ever wished the spouse to be punished. A 
similar breakdown applied to the rating of current "bitter­
3Appendix A contains the item-by-item frequency of 
response given by the mail sample respondents. 
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ness": about one ln ten reported much or very much bltter­
ness whl1e seven out of ten clalmed 11ttle or no bltterness. 
About the same proportlon of respondents, three out of four, 
saw the relatlonshlp between the dlvorclng parents as 
"friendly" or "buslnessllke." 
2) Dlscusslon About Vlsltlng: Almost no dlscusslon 
about vlsltlng had taken place between the parents as 
reported by approxlmately 25% of both men and women. Al­
though the typlcal category chosen to descrlbe thls dlscus­
slon was "some," about a thlrd of the parents belleved that 
they had had "much" or "very much" dlscusslon on thls toplc. 
The pattern of responses for both fathers and mothers fell 
lnto categorles suggestlng relatlvely 11ttle dlscusslon 
between parents and chl1dren about vlsltlng ln that "almost 
none" was the modal response. Mothers reported somewhat 
more dlscusslon wlth thelr chl1dren about vlsltlng the non­
custodlal parent than fathers dld. Although there was a 
sprlnkllng of responses lndlcatlng that dlscusslon about 
vlsltlng had taken place wlth frlends, relatlves, and coun­
selors, about half the respondents sald that they had dls­
cussed vlsltlng wlth a lawyer. Half the respondents sald 
they had dlscussed vlsltlng wlth no one at all. In addl­
tlon, three-fourths or more of the respondents expressed 
no deslre to dlscuss vlsltlng wlth a professlonal counselor 
although there may have been a 11ttle more lnterest on the 
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part of fathers (26~). Thls ls not to say that the same 
proportlon of parents belleved they had a "very clear" 
agreement about vlsltlng. In fact, three out of four dld 
not report this. While about half the respondents thought 
they had at least a "general agreement," a full thlrd of the 
parents sald they had "no agreement" about vlsiting. 
3) CUstody and Care: More than four-flfths of the 
mothers had the chl1dren 11vlng wlth them. Almost all the 
mothers expected the chl1dren to 11ve wlth them after the 
dlvorce was granted, whl1e about a quarter of the fathers 
reported they expected to galn custody. Only 6~ of the 
respondent mothers were not ln a household wlth at least one 
of the mlnor chl1dren; 9~ of the fathers sald they 11ved 
wlth at least one minor chl1d and the mother was absent. In 
supplementlng the parents ln chl1d care, baby sltters and 
relatlves were reported most frequently. Mothers (25~) com­
monly sald that the parent was "always at home" to care for 
the chl1dren whl1e one ln elght related that the chl1dren 
"look after themselves." Fathers reversed the order of 
these categorles: 18~ sald the parent was "always at home"; 
24~ sald the youngsters "look after themselves." Accordlng 
to both mother and father respondent data, a total of only 
three respondents marked any 'tfalrly regular" use of pre­
schools, nursery schools or day care centers. 
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4) Visiting and Expectancies 
a. Frequency and Arrangements: About half the re­
spondents reported that the fathers were visiting their 
children at least once a week. One in five or six visited 
about once or twice a month. The father respondent sample 
reported somewhat more contact with the children than 
mothers described. For example, only 4~ of fathers said 
there was no visiting while 16~ of mothers checked the cate­
gory fino visiting" between father and child. According to 
both mother and father respondents, the modal expectancy of 
father-child visiting was about once a week. However, a 
mild directional difference in mother-father respondent 
replies was again noted. More fathers expected to have cus­
tody and to visit more than once a week while none said they 
expected to contact their children less than once a month in 
the future. About lO~ of mothers believed their husbands 
would see the children less than once a month in the future. 
Both mother (83~) and father (78~) respondents, however, 
seemed to believe they were in agreement about visiting fre­
quency in stating that the mother concurred in the amount of 
contact they planned. Nearly three-quarters of parent re­
spondents expected these visits to take place mainly on 
weekends. A very similar pattern of response was given by 
mothers and fathers about the arrangements for these visits; 
there should be a special day such as Saturday or the visit 
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should be "any oonvenient time as long as there is a tele­
phone oall first." Few respondents believed it was neoes­
sary to pin down exaot hours or, on the other hand, to be so 
permissive as to allow "drop ins" without warning. 
b. Meaning of Visiting: The signifioanoe of the 
father's visits with his ohildren was oonsidered to be "very 
important" by less than half of the mother respondents but 
by more than 80~ of the fathers. The majority of both 
parents' responses oommunioated the belief that the most 
important purpose of these visits was to make the ohild feel 
seoure and loved. Neither was there marked disparity in 
other oategories depioting the meaning of visiting, inolud­
ing the small peroentages of parents giving muoh we1ght to 
"fathers' rights." Furthermore, the modal response of both 
mothers (40~) and fathers (30~) was that the father should-----­
be able to visit his ohild even if he never makes support 
payments. This may be a dimenSion with polarized attitudes 
sinoe the next most oommon response oategory related fathers' 
rights to "regular" support payments rather than intermed­
iate ohoioes suoh as "fairly regular," "some," or "seldom." 
o. The Child's Role in V1siting: In oonsidering the 
ohildren's role and reaotion to visiting, there was muoh in 
oommon in the preferenoes of the mother and father respond­
ents with the exoeption of the age at whioh the ohild should 
help make visiting deoisions. Although the modal response 
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of all parents was age "13 and older," about half of the 
fathers believed a child should help make such decisions by 
age 10 while only a quarter of the mothers agreed. The same 
trend may be seen in that more mother than father respond­
ents believed a child "should not help make main decisions." 
---. 
A common response for all parents was that the child loved 
the father lithe same" since separation and that the child 
was neither "easier nor harder to handle" after a visit. 
While parents agreed that the child loved the father no less 
since separation, 29% of the mothers marked that the chil­
dren "don't seem to think about" the father. By contrast 
this was a low frequency response category selected by 
father respondents. 
d. Visiting Problems: It was only the exceptional 
parent (8%) who expected "many" or "very many" problems in 
the viSiting of the children. The modal response for both 
fathers and mothers was "very few" with the fathers express­
ing this optimistic view even more frequently. In the same 
vein, an overwhelming percentage of parents expressed the 
desire for the court to play no role in working out visit­
ing agreements or simply to order the customary "reasonable" 
visiting privileges. Despite their small numbers, two or 
three times as many fathers said that the court should pro­
vide counselors to help work out visiting arrangements; 
30 
twice as many fathers wanted the court to play an active 
role in spelling out details of visiting and seeing to it 
that the parents lived up to them. 
The types of visiting problems that were expected by 
the respondents were assessed under headings of arrange­
ments, the visit itself, and attitudes about visiting, i.e., 
special concerns such as drinking. Between a third and a 
half of the respondents reported they expected no problems 
in any of the dimensions examined. Fathers marked the 
"none" category more than mother respondents under each of 
the headings but this was especially true of the "attitude" 
heading. In that classification of problems, almost half 
the mothers expressed concern about fathers "questioning" 
children during visits. They also checked drinking, driv­
ing, and "other women" as sensitive pOints a little more 
frequently. More than a third of the father respondents in­
dicated that there might be a problem in keeping the visits 
from becoming "Just routine." 
B. Reliability of Questionnaire Items 
1) Source of Variance: A discrepancy in the response 
given on the mailed questionnaire and on the same item dur­
ing the interview might derive from several sources: a) am­
biguity of the question and response categories; b) indeci­
sion or flux in the subject; c) appropriate changes in the 
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subject's perceptions reflecting situational changes during 
the elapsed time between the two responses; d) situational 
response set in completing a mailed questionnaire versus a 
face-to-face encounter; :,) interviewer error or bias. The 
research team focused primarily on the error variance stem­
ming from the questionnaire per se in order to work toward a 
revised Minor Child Questionnaire. Therefore, an attempt 
was made to take "realistic" changes into account in scoring 
agreement or non-agreement between mailed and interview 
behavior. An obvious example is that the length of time the 
parents were separated should average about a month more at 
the time of the interview. 
2) Scorins Agreement Criteria: Stringent criteria 
were used in scoring agreement between mailed and interview 
responses so that bias would be in the direction of a rigid 
test of items. On almost all items, the identical response 
category had to be chosen in the two situations although in 
many cases the change might be minor. This procedure was 
probably inappropriate for five-point scale items; however, 
Appendix C also includes the product-moment r's for these 
five items. In all instances where an item was omitted on 
either the mailed questionnaire or the personally admin­
istered one, "non-agreement" was recorded. Also where an 
individual insisted on marking more than one response cate­
gory in either measurement Situation, this was considered 
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"non...agreement." On a few questions, a definite degree of 
leeway was established in determining concordance. These 
were question #4 (age), #14 (length of marriage), and #15 
(age at marriage) where a difference of one year or less was 
scored as agreement. On question #13 (income), a dis­
crepancy of $1000 was tolerated. On question #19 (length 
of time elapsed since divorce was first discussed), three 
months deviation was permitted for periods of a year or less; 
six months for periods of more than a year. In a number of 
instances, the subject's non-verbal and indirect verbal 
behavior during the interview was at odds with his category 
selection in terms of interviewer Judgement; nevertheless, 
the interviewee's formal decision was used in the data analy­
sis. 
3) Percentage of Agreement: A determination of 
agreement or non-agreement was made for 46 items. The aver­
age percentage of agreement was 80~ with a range of 40~ to 
lOO~. If the 8o~ agreement cut-off is arbitrarily estab­
lished as the lower limit for "good agreement," 25 of the 
analyzed questionnaire items met the criterion while 21 must 
be considered "fair" or "poor." Table 4 shows the breakdown 
of the "good," "fair," and "poor" items when they are clas­
sified as calling for II fac tual information" versus "feeling 
or opinion. 1I Most of the "factual" items met the 80~ agree­
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ment criterion and most of the "feeling or opinion" items 
met the standard of "fair" degree of agreement. 
TABLE 4 
PERCENTAGE OF AGREEMENT FOR FACTUAL VB. FEELING 
OR OPINION ITEMS 
Good 
80% to 100% 
Fair 
60% to 79* 
Poor 
40* to 59* Total 
Factual Items 18 1 1 20 
Feeling-Opinion
Items 7 12 7 26 
Total Items 25 13 8 
An analysis of the percentage of agreement between 
mailed and interview responses was carried further to examine 
the content of the same 46 items. Table 5 shows the five 
broad content categories and the numbers of items which met 
the standard for "good," "fair" and "poor" agreement. Demo­
graphic items, of course, produced the highest proportion of 
high-agreement items. Two-thirds of the parent relationship 
items also met the 80~ agreement criterion. Some of the low-
agreement items in the other content categories were five­
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point rating scale items; nevertheless, these ratings all 
produced statistically significant r's with a .55 median 
value. 
TABLE 5 
PERCENTAGE OF AGREEMENT FOR ITEMS 
IN CONTENT CATEGORIES 
(food Fair Poor 
8o~ to lOO~ 50! to 79~ 4o~ to 59~ Total 
Demographic 7 1 0 8 
Parent 
Relationship 12 5 1 18 
Visitation 
Discussion 1 1 2 4 
Custody
Practical 
Expectancies 2 0 1 3 
Present and 
Expected
Visiting 3 6 4 13 
Total 25 13 8 46 
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C. Sample Representativeness 
1) Minor Child guestionnaire (MCQ) Mail Sample: The 
demographic characteristics of the mail sample respondents 
were described above under II. The age, length of marriage, 
and number of children for the Minor Child Questionnaire 
respondents were compared with other statistics from Oregon 
as shown in Table 6. The Oregon Bureau of Vital Statistics 
(BVS) report for 1968 pertained to all divorces, but the 
1969 Benton County figures (Griffith, et al, 1970) described 
only the divorces where minor children were involved. There 
was a substantial similarity between the Minor Child Ques­
tionnairemail respondent sample and the other two as inspec­
tion of the table shows. Including all divorces in Oregon, 
the median age for husbands was 34.8 years and 31.8 years 
for wives in 1965, which again suggested that the Minor 
Child Questionnaire mail sample respondents did not markedly 
deviate on that dimension. 
The median duration of marriages was 7.2 years 
nationally in 1965 but 5.9 in Oregon including all marriages; 
modal points were one year and 10 to 12 years of marriage. 
For the same year nationally, the mean number of children per 
decree was 1.32. These base rates from the National Center 
for Health Statistics (1969) raise the question of the Minor 
Child Questionnaire sample being married longer and having 
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more children but it must be recalled that the Minor Child 
Questionnaire respondent sample systematically eliminated 
marriages without minor children. 
TABLE 6 
AGE, YEARS MARRIED, AND NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
OF OREGON SAMPLES 
MCQ 1971 BVS 1i68 Benton 1969 Motner Patner Motner -atner Rotner Fatner 
Age 30.67 33.18 30.90 34.70 31.30 34.30 
Years 
Married 9.77 10.; 8.59 10.15 
Number 
Children 2.09 2.09 2.13 2.05 
The educational level of the Minor Child Questionnaire 
respondents was typically high as observed in Table 7, 
especially for fathers. Two samples which were drawn from 
the Family Services Department in 1964 (Karr) and in 1968 
(G1audin) are remarkably similar educationally. Although 
these samples did include some childless couples, these 
Family Services Department clients were not unusually young 
or briefly married. It seems more likely that the 48~ of 
Minor Child Questionnaire father respondents who had been 
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exposed to some college exper1ence represented a b1ased 
sample of d1vorc1ng parents; probably the 29~ of M1nor 
Ch1ld Questionna1re mother respondents who reported some 
college tra1n1ng also represented a sample bias. Rela­
tively high income levels which were reported appear cor­
related with the biased educat10nal level of respondents. 
TABLE 7 

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONDENTS 

MCQ 1971 FSD 1968 FSD 1964 

Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father 

H1gh School 
Graduate 
or Less 7l~ 52~ 77~ 7l~ 80~ 72~ 
Some Col­
lege or 
More 29~ 48~ 23~ 29~ 20~ 28~ 
2) Interview SUb-SamEle: The attr1tion of subjects 
from the orig1nal pool through the M1nor Ch1ld Quest10nna1re 
mail sample to the Minor Child Questionna1re 1nterview sub­
sample prov1ded further opportun1ty for sample bias as shown 
1n Table 8. However, the factors of age, years of marr1age 
and number of children reported for the interv1ew sample were 
similar to the total Minor Child Quest10nna1re sample as 
shown 1n Table 8 below. 
TABLE 8 
AGE, YEARS MARRIED AND NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
OF MAIL SAMPLE AND INTERVIEW SUB-SAMPLE 
Mail SamEle 
Mothers Fathers 
Interview SamEle 
Motners Pa:Cners 
Age 30.67 33.18 31.65 32.00 
Years 
Married 9.77 10.51 10.24 10.90 
Number 
Children 2.09 2.09 2.12 2.08 
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On the other hand, if tre. ~il sample respondents were edu-
cationally biased, the interview sUb-sample was also biased 
by definition. Further, the att'rit1on of subjects noted 
above in Table 8 produced the opportun1ty for aggravation of 
the non-representativeness of interviewees. Table 9 pro-
bably shows that this was the case in terms of eduoation 
level. The mean number of years of education for mothers 
interviewed was 12.88 and 14.15 for fathers. 
TABLE 9 
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF MAIL SAMPLE 
AND INTERVIEW SUB-SAMPLE 
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Interviewees ,Mail Respondents 
Mothers Fathers Mothers Fathers 
High School Graduate 
or Less Education 71% 52~ 59~ 38% 
At Least Some 
College 29~ 48~ 4l~ 62~ 
IV. DISCUSSION 
A. Visiting 
The data provided by the sample of parents of minor 
children painted a benign picture in the first few weeks 
after a divorce petition is filed. Little difficulty was 
anticipated by the majority in maintaining a visiting rela­
tionship between the child and the non-custodial parent. 
Large numbers of respondents reported that they were able 
to cooperate in a friendly or businesslike manner rather 
than being embittered. Visiting was described as occurring 
on at least a weekly basis by most of the parents. Many 
said they expected visiting to be weekly, mainly on a 
special day such as Saturday, but that visiting might take 
place at any convenient time as long as a telephone arrange­
ment was made first. Although the parent respondents empha­
sized that visiting was important, especially for the sense 
of love and security in the child, they overwhelmingly ex­
pressed the desire to work out visiting arrangements for 
themselves with the court playing a minimal role. The tra­
ditional ordering of "reasonable" privileges appeared to 
meet the parents' needs. 
There were several danger signals in the results which 
suggest that the parent respondents may be engaging in 
denial and pollyanna optimism doomed to disillusionment in 
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many cases. First of all, the results showed that discus­
sion between parents about visiting was modest at best. 
Moreover, few parents reported that they had reached a clear 
agreement about visiting while one-third admitted they had 
reached no agreement. If Goode (1956) was correct in relat­
ing the amount of discussion to successful outcomes, many 
parents have disappointments ahead. Father respondents 
especially seemed to have high hopes for maintaining a very 
active, significant visiting relationship in contrast to the 
record of the "fading father" described in the literature. 
(Eckhardt, 1968.) Does this early-phase level of aspiration 
correlate with disillusionment and subsequent withdrawal? 
Still another point where the parents may be in for a shock 
is the role the children themselves will play in determin­
ing the visiting pattern. Parents in the present study 
expected children to contribute little to important visit­
ing decisions during middle childhood whereas Griffith, et 
al (1970), found that most children had an active voice by 
age eight or ten. 
Not all the data were benign. For instance, it was 
common for the interviewers to note more signs of bitterness 
in the parents than they admitted. In some instances it was 
observed that this was aggravated by events in the adversary 
process, such as the allegations of the formal complaint, 
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which occurred after the parent completed the mailed ques­
tionnaire. In addition, there were hints that mothers and 
fathers viewed the visiting differently in a number of 
instances: the mothers believed visiting to be less impor­
tant; to be a threat in terms of the father questioning the 
child; and to pose hazards associated with wine, women and 
song. In keeping with Goode's finding (1956), some mothers 
confided in the interview that the importance of the father 
visiting would be sharply reduced if the mother remarried. 
Fathers, for their part, expressed a "responsible" atti­
tude about the purpose of visiting and were more likely than 
mothers to state that fathers should earn their relationship 
by support payments; however, several communicated a change 
of heart during the interview after they had been hit with 
high support demands in the negotiation process. As for the 
visiting itself, fathers were a little concerned about 
routinizing the relationship with the child in the visiting 
arrangement. 
B. Questionnaire Reliability 
Since the results showed an 80% average agreement 
between mailed questionnaire responses and subsequent inter­
view responses, the general reliability of the questionnaire 
appears encouraging. Factual questions, as might be ex­
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pected, had higher reliability than items calling for 
opinion or feeling, so they should enjoy greater confidence 
in interpretation. A number of questionnaire items dealing 
with visiting and visiting expectancies had lower relia­
bility so the data describing visiting must be more cau­
tiously viewed. This may be due in part to the fact that 
visiting patterns and expectancies sometimes undergo rapid 
changes so that some variance here could be attributed to 
the uncertainty of the respondent as much as the ambiguity 
of the questionnaire. 
The comparison of mailed responses with interview 
reactions provided the basis for revising the Minor Child 
Questionnaire. Some additional questions will be included 
in the revised Minor Child Questionnaire as the result of 
interview experience. These will elicit such information as 
the parents' expectations in regard to the amount of child 
support payments and the possibility of a custody fight. A 
few items will be dropped completely. A number of items 
should be greatly improved with minor changes in wording. 
Some of these questions require additional response cate­
gories or instructions which permit multiple responses. A 
number of illustrative changes may be cited as follows: 
1. 	 The question on religious preference requires a 
"none" category. 
2. 	 Questions on income must clarify separate or 
Joint income. 
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3. 	 Questions referring to "previous separation"
should specify "from present spouse." 
4. 	 The five-point rating scales need to include a 
"none" category such as "almost none" and "none," 
"very few" and "none." 
Thus, pre-testing has made it possible to vastly im­
prove the Minor Child Questionnaire. In a number of in­
stances, however, changing the wording of an item may 
increase the number of respondents marking it properly but 
may also provide an opportunity for evasion for others who 
might otherwise make a more definitive choice. For example, 
asking "who wants the divorce more" should probably include 
a "same" response category; but, adding a "don't know" cate­
gory to the questions on reconciliation may dilute the pre­
dictive value previously established. (Karr, 1964.) It 
must be kept in mind that something is both gained and lost 
in making the decisions involved in revising a question­
naire. ~ome decisions to revise an item should be based on 
empirical prediction even though respondents are critical 
of it.4 
C. 	 Sampling Representativeness 
Results appear to show that the present sampling pro­
cedure vastly improved upon previous methods (Griffith, 
4The Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory is the 
most frequently implemented clinical instrument used with 
computerized predictive validity; yet, many of its questions 
seem odd or naive. 
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et aI, 1970) so that respondents were not atypical in re­
spect to age, length of marriage and number of children. On 
the other hand, it appears that the present procedure 
selected respondents who were above average in education and 
probably in socioeconomic status. This sample bias intro­
duces a significant limitation in interpreting the results 
from the study of both the content and the reliability find­
ings. 
In terms of content, one obvious expected difference 
between a well-educated sample of respondents and a less 
privileged group is the problem of money per se in the 
visiting arrangement. "Too little money" was not frequently 
indicated as a barrier to visiting by the respondents in the 
present study where fathers were more commonly concerned 
with the psychological issue of a "routine" parent-child 
relationship. The high level of education, especially of 
the interview sUb-sample which formed the basis of the re­
liability estimate, probably blased the quallty of responses 
ln a positlve direct10n, 1.e., a less educated sample would 
probably have greater d1ff1culty 1n comprehend1ng the items 
and respondlng rellably. Lezak (1968) found that respondents 
who completed h1gh school were conslstent ln f1ll1ng out a 
Personal H1story Quest10nna1re, 1n terms of the crlter10n of 
a subsequent lnterv1ew, but that those w1th less than a hlgh 
school educatlon made a number of errors. 
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The significance of the sample bias may be mitigated 
by further analysis of the data. First of all, the mail 
sample respondents should be broken down into sub-samples 
by dichotomizing at the high school graduation level. Then 
an item-by-item comparison of the number omitted or answered 
in a given direction may be carried out. Secondly, the 
reliability of selected items should be examined in terms 
of the consistency of the sub-sample of 27 husband-wife 
pairs who provided data. In addition to providing a new 
approach to the reliability estimate, this sub-sample may 
represent a sufficient range educationally to permit a 
correlation to be established between the number of years 
of schooling and the reliability index. 
The procedure for eliciting the cooperation of a 
large, representative sample of divorcing parents with minor 
children requires further improvement. Several points in 
the process need to be checked. A bias may have been intro­
duced right from the start in terms of those divorce files 
which had addresses listed. Next, of course, the "other 
half" of the sample which did not respond despite receiv­
ing the questionnaire represents an important source of 
bias. Although the return rate was satisfactory for a 
mailed questionnaire, it was hoped that the official letter 
from the court would stimulate an unusually high level of 
cooperation. A better grasp of the subjects who did not 
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respond (who are they?) and increased understanding of their 
reasons is a necessary step; otherwise, further innovation 
in the basic approach to divorcing parents is needed. 
D. A Dilemma of Preventive Mental Health 
Findings from the research team's respondents present 
a basic dilemma in terms of the best interests of the minor 
children involved. The data suggest that most parents may 
be engaging in a significant amount of denial of the pain 
of family dissolution in divorce. This phenomenon has been 
a common one in coping with serious illness and death. 
(Short and Wilson, 1969; Kubler-Ross, 1969.) In any event, 
it is clear that the parents expressed the view that the 
court should playa minimal role. Similarly very few were 
interested in professional help concerning the relationship 
of the minor child and his absentee parent which is compat­
ible with the San Marin County research. (Paget and Kern, 
1960.) Apparently most parents believed that "everything 
was fine" and the parent-child relationship was a "private" 
matter. These parents still expect to be the sole determ­
iners of the child's fate as long as they are within the 
bounds of the same laws that apply to other parents. This 
attitude may represent a serious obstacle to preventive men­
tal health measures. Although the minor children experienc­
ing family dissolution are in a high risk group, their 
parents may tend to deny this until there is a crisis. 
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When the large numbers of divorces are considered, 
even the relatively low percentage of parents who expressed 
a desire for professional help represent a great demand for 
services and opportunity for preventive psychiatry. A full 
quarter of the father respondents stated this interest while 
17% of mothers did so. The fathers might be guided away 
from the process of unrealistic expectations and subsequent 
disillusionment. Mothers probably need emotional support 
in that an entire half admitted that they had experienced 
the subjective feeling of being on the verge of a "nervous 
breakdown" at some point. 
The evidence of the lack of discussion certainly 
points the way for one type of intervention. Less than half 
of the respondents reported that they had talked about visit­
ing arrangements even with their lawyers! The apparent 
denial of the need to discuss the divorce with the children 
is another opportunity for mental health education. It is 
not unusual for parents to try to protect children from 
tragedies only to increase the child's anxiety and sense of 
uncertainty. There is every reason to believe that the 
children experiencing the loss of family ties may manifest 
an unrecognized depression under these circumstances. Some 
of the potential preventive measures should directly include 
the children. In considering the possibility of direct 
services to children it is interesting to consider the 
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family constellations of the respondent sample and the dis­
tribution of children by age as shown in Tables 10 and 11. 
TABLE 10 
SIZE OF FAMILY 
N • 88 
Number of Children Percentage 
One Child Family 
Two Children 
Three Children 
Four or More 
TABLE 11 

NUMBER OF CHILDREN BY AGE GROUP 

N II: 181 
Age Group 
0 to 2+ 
3 to 5+ 
6 to 8+ 
9 to 11+ 
12 to 14+ 
15 to 17+ 
Number 
35 
37 
38 
31 
20 
20 
·50i 
Just as "divorce counseling" may be useful to separat­
ing adult partners, "family divorce therapy" may be espe­
cially beneficial to the children. The possibility of 
initiating this type of service in the future should cer­
tainly be examined. 
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APPENDIX A 
Questionnaire and Results From The Mailed Questionnaire 
For The Mother or-a-MrnOr child 
Today1s Date 
Name 	
--------------------------------------------­
Address 

Telephone___________________________________________ 

Age 	 X = 30.67 years s = 7.75 years N = 53 

I am: N = 54 

1. Wh.lte .................. 96~ 

2. Negro•.....•••......... 2 

Oriental ••••••••••••••• 2
~: American Indian •••••••• 
r~15. other •••••••••••••••••• 
Mark 	 the one that applies to you: N = 53 

1. Protestant ••..••.•..••• lill 62~ 2. Catholic .••.••.••••.••• 23 
3. Jewish..•.............. 
4. other ...•.............. 15 

How long have you lived at your current address? N • 51 

1. less than 6 months .•... 26~ 
2. less than 1 year ••••••• 10 

3· less than 5 years ...... 35
4. more than 5 years ...... 29
lal 
Please 	indicate the amount of schooling you have 
completed: N = 53 

1. 0-6 years .............. 

2. 7-9 years ...•..•....... ~ 

3. 10-12 years •••••••••••• 
4. high school graduate ••• 
5. college - 1 year ••.•••• 
6. college - 2 years .•.••• 
7. college - 3 years •••••• 
8. college graduate ••••••• 
9. post graduate •••••••••• 
gj 	 4~ 
9 

58
3~l 	 8 X = 12.5 years 

2 

6
~l 11 2 
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9) Are you presently employed? N = 54 
ye 8 ........... ., •.•...• 57.4~ 

no••.................. 42.6 

10) 	 What kind of business or organization do (or did) you
work for? 
11) What is (or was) your Job? What kinds of work do (or
did) you do? 
12) 	 How long have you worked for your present or most recent 
employer? N = 42 
1. less than 1 year •••••• 57.1% 
2. less than 5 years ••••• 33.3 
3. less than 10 years .... 9.6!~ttl4. more than 10 years .... 
13) What is your income? N = 43 
1. o - 12'000...........
2 - 4,000 •••.......• 
4 - 6,000 ......•.... 
2. 
~: 6 -	 8,000 .........•. 

8 -	 10,000 •.•••..•••5. 
6. 15,000•••••••••10 ­ 20,000 ...••.•..7. 15 ­
30,000 .••••••••8. 20 ­
40,000 •••••..••9. 30 ­
50,000 .....•..•10. 40 ­
11. 
 50 - 75,000 .••••...• 

12. over .75,000 •..••.•.•. 
15 
13 
11 
2 
1 
1 
34.8~ 
30.2 
25.6 
14.7 
2.3 
2.3 
14) 	 How long haye you been married to your present
husband? X = 9.77 years S = 6.39 rears N = 53 
15) 	 How old were you when you married your present
husband? X = 20.20 years S = 4.00 years N = 50 
16) 	 Have you been married before? N = 54 
yes .•..•..•......•.... (13) 24.1% 
no.. ................. (41 ) 75.9 
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17) 	 How long have you been separated from your present
husband? N = 54 
1. We are not separated... 4 
2. 1 - 14 days......... ... 5 

3. 15 - 30 days........... 10 

4. 1 - 3 months ........... 22 

5. 4 - 6 months........... 4 

6. 7 - 12 months.......... 4 

7 • over 1 year............ 5 

18) 	 Have you been separated before? 
7.4% 
9.3 
18.5 
40.7 
7.4 
7.4 
9.3 
N = 53 
yes ...............•...• (27) 50.9% 

no. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. (26 ) 49.1 

19) 	 How long ago did you and your husband first talk about 
getting a divorce? X = 22.08 months S = 32.60 months N = 45 
20) 	 Who filed for this divorce? N 54= 
you ...•.....••..•.•••••.. ~ 42 ~ 77.8~ 
your husband. . . • . . • . . . . 12 22.2 
·21) Who wants a divorce more? N = 4.7 
you .................... 80·.8~ 

your husband •...•..••.. ~3~~ 19.2 

22) Do you want to reconcile? N = 53 

yes .................... 9.4~ 

no ..••.••.....•..•..... ~4§~ 90.6 

23) Do you believe your husband wants to reconcile? N = 41 

yes ..................... 35.2~ 

no ..................... ~~bj 64.8 

24) 	 If a divorce is granted, do you think you will be getting

married to someone else during the coming year? N=54 

1. yes .......•..•......•.• !5j 9.3~ 

2. no. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42 77.7 
3. not sure............... 7 13.0 
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25) 	 If a divorce is granted, do you think your husband will 
~e getting married to someone else during the coming 
year? N : 54 
,, 1 • 	 ye s . . . . . • . . . . . . . • .. ll.l~!6j
2. no...... . . . . . . . . . . . 18 33.3 

3 • not su re . . . . • . • . • . . 30 55.6 

26) 	 Place an "X" by all the problems that apply to your
husband. You may mark ~ than one. N : 57 
1. nervousness .•.•••.• (22)
2. 	 depression or 
"blues" ••••.•....• 0 1 2 or more 
3. bad temper .•••..••• ~~i~ 	 7 4 464. 	 coldhess or lack of 

showing affection. 

5. sex problems ••••.•• ~~~~ 
6. 	 heavy drinking or 

alcoholism .••...•• (23)

7. drug abuse or 
addiction ........ !~l
8. poor work record ••. 9. poor health •••••••• 10. 	 none of these 

problems ••..••..•. ( 7) 

27) 	 Place an "X" by all the problems that apply to you.
You may mark more than one. N = 56 
1. nervousness ........ (35)

2. depreSSion or 
"blues" ....••••..• 	 0 1 2 or more 
3. bad temper .....•.•. ~i~~ 10 18 284. 	 coldness or lack of 

showing affection. 

5. sex problems ......• ~l~~ 
6. 	 heavy drinking or 

alcoholism •••••••• ( 1)

7. drug abuse or 
addiction .•....•.. !gl8. poor work record ••• 9. poor health .....••. 
10. 	 none of these prob­
lems .............. (10) 
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28) 	 Have you ever had a nervous breakdown? N = 54 
yes ..••.....•.......•.. 9.3~ 

no ..................... ~4~~ 90.7 

29) 	 Have you ever felt you were going to have a nervous 
breakdown? N = 52 
yes ........... ,. ....... . 53.8~ 

no .................... . 46.2 
30) Has your husband ever had a nervous breakdown? N = 54 
yes •..••.•••.•••••••••• 7.4~ 
no••••••••••••••.•.•••. 92.6 
31) 	 Have you ever wanted your husband to be punished? N - 51
-
1. 	 yes, still do .••.•••.•• 
2. 	 yes, not anymore ..•...• 
3. 	 no ..................... 

32) 	 At the present time, do you 
husband? N = 54 
1. 	 very much bitterness ••• 
2. 	 much bitterness ...•.... 
3. 	 some bitterness .••..••• 
4. 	 a little bitterness .•.• 
5. 	 no bitterness •••••.•••. 
9.8~ 
72.6 
feel bitter toward your 
!3?l 12.6 
5.6~ 
5.6 
20.4 
16.7II! 
28 51.9 
33) At the present time, how would you describe your rela­
tionship with your husband? 
1. 	 friendly ••.•••••••••••• 
2. 	 business-like ••.••••••• 
angry and silent •••••••~: 	 angry and fighting ..•.• 
5. 	 other .................. 
describe 
N =47 

21 44.7~ 
13 27.7 
2 4.2 
2 4.2 
19.29 
34) 	 How much discussion have you had with your husband about 
visiting your children? N = 52 
1. 	 almost none •.•••••••••• 121 23.1~ 
2. 	 little ••••••••••••••••• 10 19.2 
3. 	 some .•••.••••.••••.•••• 12 23.1 
4 • 	 much. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 15.4 
5. 	 very much •••••••••••.•• 10 19.2 
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35) How much discussion have you had with one or more of 
the children about visiting? N : 48 
1. almost none •.•••••• 37.5~ 
2. little ............ . 
 10.4 
3. some ..••.•.•.•.••.. 35.4 
10.44. tmlch ••••••••••••••• 
5. very much •••.•...•• 6.3 
36) 	 Who has given you advice or counseling about the visit­
ing of the children? You may mark ~ than~. N: 53 
1. friends ........•... 

2. relatives .•.•.....• 	 o 1 2 or more 
3. lawyer ............ . 	 24 14 15
Ul
4. 	 minlster, priest 

or rabbl •..•••.•.. 

5. medical doctor .•.•. 
6. social worker ....•• 
7. psychlatrist .....•. 
8. psychologist ...... . II 
9. 	 Family Services 

Department of the 

Multnomah County 

Court ............ . 

10. 	 no one ............ . 

37) 	 Would you like to have professional advice or counsel­
ing about the visiting of the children? N : 52 
yes ••..••••.••••••• ( 9) 17.3~ 

no. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. (43) 82.7 

38) 	 Have you and your husband reached an agreement about 
visiting your children? N =51 
1. 	 25.5~very 	clear agreement'11312. general agreement ..• 15 29.4 
3. some agreement...... 6 11.8 
4. little agreement.... 0 
5. no agreement .••.••.• 17 
__________________________________ ___ 
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39) 
40) 
41) 
42) 
Are any of your minor ohildren (18 and under) living 
with you now? N =53 
1 • no. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ( 3 ) 5 . 7' 
2. 	 yes, I'm living with my husband 
and ohildren ...•..............•. (6) 11.3 
3. 	 yes, at least one of my ohildren 
is living with me ............... (44) 83.0 
At present, when the ohildren are not in sohool, does 
anyone help take oare of them in addition to the 
parents? N : 48 
1. 	 baby sitter oomes in onoe in a 
while ........................... . ( 5)
2. 	 baby sitter oomes in fairly 
regularly ...................... . ( 5)
3. 	 neighborhood baby sitter's home 
fairly regularly .•••..••.•••.••. (8)
4. 	 nursery sohool or pre-sohool
fairly regularly .•.•••••••.•••.• ( 1)
5. day oare center fairly
regularly ...................... . 

6. relat1ves ....................... . ~l~~ 

7. no, ohildren look after them­
selves ......................... . 

8. no, parent is always at home •••.• ~l~~ 
If a divoroe is granted where do you expeot the ohil­t 
If a divorce is granted, do you expeot your husband to 
work for pay outside the home? N = 42 
1. yes .. • .•. • . • .. • .. • ........ • ..... , 129l 69.1~ 

2 • no ........ ". . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 7.1 

3• not sure......................... 10 23.8 

dren 	to live? N : 5~ 
1. With my husband ...••..•.•..•..••. 
2. wi th me •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
3. 	 at least one with my husband and 
at least one with me •••••••••••• 
4. other ........•...................
explain 
10.4~ 
10.4 
16.7 
2.1 
2.1 
20.8 
12.5 
25.0 
3.7~ 
92.6 
3.7 
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43) How frequently has your husband visited the children 
during your separation? N = 49 
1. 	 not separated .••......••.••••... 
2. 	 separated but all children are 
wi th 	him ...................... . 

3. 	 more than once a week •••.•.••••• 
4. 	 about once a week .••••..•.••.•.. 
about twice a month ..••.•••.•..•5·6. 	 about once a month ...•.......... 

7. 	 less than once a month ...•••.... 
8. 	 every few months •••.•.••..•..•.• 
9. 	 on special occasions and 
vacations only •••••••••.••.•••• 
10. 	 less than once a year .•.•••••••. 
11. 	 none ........................... . 

6.1% 
4.1 
22.5 
20.4 
12.3 
8.2 
4.1 
6.1 
16.2 
44) 	 During your separation, what has been the effect of 
your husband's visiting the children? N = 46 
1. no separation •••••••••••••.••••• 1 3~l 6.5% 
2. 	 no v1siting .................... . 10.9 

3. 	 all the children live with him •• 4.4 
4. 	 children are all too young to 
show any effect ......•••••••... ( 7) 15.2 
5. 	 makes them easier for me to 
handle. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ( 0)
6. 	 makes them harder for me to 
handle. • • . • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• (11) 23.9 
7. 	 same, not easier or harder for 
me to handle •••••••..•••••••.•• (18) 39.1 
During your separation, what are the children's feel­
ings toward your husband? N = 48 
1. 	 no separation••••••••••••••••••• 6.3% 
2. 	 they seem to love him more .....• 2.1 
3. 	 they seem to love him the same •• 62.5 
4. 	 they seem to love him less ..••.• 
5. 	 they don't seem to think about 
him ....•.....................•• (14) 29.1 
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How frequently do you expect your husband to v1s1t the
46) 

47) 
48) 
ch11dren 1n the future? N =41 
1. expect them all to 11ve w1th h1m •• 
2. more than once a week .•.•.•••••••• 
3. about once a week ••••••••••••••••• 
4. about twice a month .....••...••••. 
5. about once a month ...••••••.••.... 
6. less than once a month .....•.••••• 
7. every few months ........•....••••. 

8. on spec1al occas1ons or vaca­
tions only ....................... 

9. less than once a year .•••••••••••• 
10. none .............................. 

Do you want your husband to v1s1t the ch11dren? N 
=
48 
7.3~3 
7.33 
18 43.9 
9 22.1 
4 9.8 
0 
1 2.4 
!~l 2.4 2.4 2.4 
1. not at all~ ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
2. 	 I want h1m to v1s1t less fre­
quently than he expects to v1s1t. 
3. 	 I want h1m to v1s1t more fre­
quently than he expects to v1s1t. 
4. 	 I want h1m to v1s1t about the same 
as he expects to v1s1t ..•.•••..•• 
( 2) 
( 2) 
( 4) 
(40) 
When do you expect your husband to v1s1t the 
1n the future? N = 44 
1. ma1nly on weekends •••••••••••••••• 
2. ma1nly dur1ng the week •.•.•••.•.•• ~3~~ 
3. 	 ma1nly at spec1al t1mes 11ke 
b1rthdays and holidays .•••••••••• ( 2)
4. 	 mainly h1s vacation or the chil­
dren's summer vacation ••••••••••• 

5. I do not expect h1m to vis1t .••••• ~ §~6. 	 I expect the ch11dren to be 11v­
ing wi th him ..................... ( 2) 
4.2~ 
4.2 
8.3 
83.3 
ch1ldren 
68.1~ 
9.1 
4.6 
6.8 
6.8 
4.6 
49) What arrangements should be made for your husband's 
visits? N = 42 
1. 	 arrange special hours such as 12 
noon to 5:00 p.m•..••••••••••••• ( 1) 2.4~ 
2. 	 arrange special days such as on 
Saturdays ...................... . ( 8) 19.2 
3. 	 arrange special days such as 

holidays and vacations .•.••••..• ( 0)

4. arrange any time that is con­
venient as long as there is a 
telephone call first •••••••••••• 64.3 : 
5. 	 by just dropping in on the chil­
dren any time ••••••••••••••••••• 
 4.7 
6. no visiting ..................... . 
 4.7 
7. 	 I expect the children to be liv­
ing with him .•.•••.••••••••••••• 
 4.7 
50) 	 At what age do you think a child should help make the 
main decisions about visiting with your husband? N =52 
1. should not help make main 
dec! sians ...................... . 
2. 13 and older •.•.•••••••••••••••.• 
~: 11 to 12 ........................ . 9 to 10 ......................... . 
5. 6 to 8 .......................... . 
6. 3 to 5 .......................... . 
9 
22 
8 
5 
7 
1 
17.3% 
42.3 
15.4 
9.6 
13.5 
1.9 
51) How important do you feel it is for your husband to 
visit the children in the future? N = 52 
1. not important at all............. 2 

2. unimportant...................... 1 

3. not sure......................... 13 

4. important........................ 14 

5. very important ••••••••••••••••••• 22 
3.8% 
1.9 
25.0 
26.9 
42.4 
52) 	 What do you believe is the most important purpose of 
your husband visiting the children? N =40 
1. no real purpose or value ••••••••. ( 0)
2. 	 just to maintain contact . 
between father and child •••••••• ( 5) 12.5~ 
3. 	 help the child feel secure or 
loved. • • •. • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• (( 27 ) 67.5 4. help train the child............. 0 )

5. 	 every father has a right to 
visit his child ••••••••••••••••• ( 8) 20.0 
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53) What is the connection between your husband paying
child support and visiting the children? N : 45 
1. 	 He should have the right to visit as 
long as his payments are regular •••• 
2. 	 He should have the right to vist if 
his payments are usually regular •••• 
3. 	 He should have the right to visit as 
long as he makes some payments •••••• 
4. 	 He should have the right to visit 
even if he seldom makes payments •••• 
5. 	 He should have the right to visit 
even if he never makes a payment •••• 
6. 	 I expect all the minor children to 
live with him .•••••••••••••••••••••• 
54) 	 What part should the court play in working 
ing agreement? N : 45 
1. none ................................ . 

2. 	 order "reasonable" visiting privi­
leges and leave details to parents •• 
3. 	 provide counselors to help parents
work out details of visiting 
agreements •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
4. 	 provide counselors for parents if, 
problems arise in visiting agree­
ments ••••••••..•••••••••••••••••••• 
5. 	 spell out the details of visiting 
agreement after checking with the 
parents or their lawyers •••••••••••• 
6. 	 spell out the details of visiting 
agreement after checking with the 
parents and their lawyers and see 
to it that the parents live up 
to the agreement •••••••••••••••••••• 
(14) 
( 7) 
( 2) 
( 3) 
(18) 
( 1) 
out 
( 8) 
(26) 
( 2) 
( 1) 
( 4) 
( 4) 
31.1~ 
15.5 
4.4 
6.6 
40.0 
2.3 
a visit­
17.8~ 
57.8 
4.4 
2.2 
8.9 
8.9 
55) Do you expect any problems with your husband visiting
the children? N =52 
1. ve~ 	few ............................
'123j
2. few. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 7 
3. some. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 18 
4. many. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 3)
5. ve~ many............................ 1) 

44.2~ 
13.5 
34.6 
5.8 
1.9 
-----
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56) 	 What problems do you expect your husband to have in 
arranging visits with the children? You may mark 
more than one. N : 52 
1. live too far away ••• 
2. too little money ••.• ~ ~~ 0 1 2 or more 
3. 	 agreeing on visit- 24 21 8 
ing times •••••••••• (14)
4. 	 picking up and re­
turning the chil­
drep ••••••••••••••• 

5. none .............••. ~~g~

6. 	 expect children to 

live with him ...•.. ( 1) 

57) 	 What problems do you expect your husband to have while 
visiting the children? You may mark more than one.N=51 	 - ----­
1. 	 where the visit 

takes place •••••••• (14)

2. 	 uncomfortable being 0 1 2 or more 
with the children 18 20 13 
in a visiting
situation .......... (11)
3. 	 things for the 

children to do ••••• (12)

4. keeping the visits 
from becoming 

IIJust routine" ••••• 

5. none ................ ~l§~ 

58) 	 What problems do you expect to have with your husband's 
attitude about visiting the children? You may mark 
more than one. N : 52 
1. about his drinking •• (11)
2. 	 about his friend- 0 1 2 or more 
ship with other 18 16 18 
women .............. (12)
3. 	 about his automo­
bile driving ....... 

4. about religion •••••• ~ ~~ 
5. 	 about questioning

the children dur­
ing a visit ..••..•• 

6. none ................ (i~~ 
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59) 	 List all your children from the present marriage start­
ing wItn the oldest: N = 53 
First Name 	 Age Relationship 
1. 	 ( ) son ( ) daughter 
2. 	 ( ) son ( ) daughter 
3. 	 ( ) son ( ) daughter 
4. 	 ( ) son ( ) daughter 
5. 	 ( ) son ( ) daughter 
6. 	 ( ) son ( ) daughter 
7. 	 ( ) son ( ) daughter 
8. 	 ( ) son ( ) daughter 
Number of children••••••• X = 2.09 
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APPENDIX A 
2. Questionnaire and Results From The Mailed Questionnaire 
For toe Father or-a-Mlnor chila
-­
1) Name 
Today's Date 
2) Address 
3) Telephone 
4) Age X =33.19 lears S =8.75 years N I: 54 
5) I am: N =54 
1. Whlte .................. 

2. Negro •••••.•..••.•••••• 
3. Oriental •.••••••••.•.•. 
4. American Indian •••••••• 
5. other •••••••••••••••••• 
6) Mark the one that applies to you: N = 54 
1. Protestant ••••••••••••• l30l 55.5~ 
2. Catholic •.••••••••••••• 10 18.5 
3. Jewish ••••••••••••••••• 
4. other •••••••••••••••••• 14 26. 0 
7) How long have you lived at your current address? N = 54 
1. 46.3~less than 6 months ••••• !25l 
2. less than 1 year....... 9 16.6 

3. less than 5 years •••••• 15 27.7 
4. more than 5 years...... 5 9.4 
8) Please indicate the amount of schooling you have 
completed: N = 54 
1. 0-6 years •••••••.••••.• 
2. 7-9 years .............. 

3. 10-12 years •••••••.•••• 
4. high school graduate ••• 
5. college - 1 year ••••••• 
6. college 
-
2 years .••••• 
7. college - 3 years .•••.. 
8. college graduate ••••••• 
9. post graduate •••••••••• 
96.3~ 
5:1 1.9 1.9 
1.9 
1 
5 
5 
17 
8 
7 
2 
5 
4 
1.9~ 
9.3 
9.3 
31.5 
14.8 X = 12.5 years
12.9 
3.7 
9.4 
7.2 
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9) Are you presently employed? N 53 
yes ••••••.•....•••••.. 84.9% 
no ................... . 15.1 
10) 	 What kind of business or organization do (or did) you 
work for? 
11) What is (or was) your Job? What kinds of work do (or
did) you do? 
12) 	 How long have you worked for your present or most 
employer? N =52 
1. less than 1 year •••••• !5l 9.6% 
2. less than 5 years ••••• 26 50.0 
3. less than 10 years •••• 12 23.1 
4. more than 10 years.... 9 17.3 
13) 	 What is your income? N = 49 
6.1%1. 10 - 12'000........... 3
2. 	 2 - 4,000........... 4 
 8.2 
18.43. 	 4 - 6,000........... 89
4. 	 6 - 8,000•••..••••.• 16.3 
5. 	 8 - 10,000••••••••.• 10 20.4 
18.46. 	 10 - 15,000......... 9 

7. 	 15 - 20,000......... 5 
 10.2 
8. 	 20 - 30,000......... 0 

9. 	 30 - 40,000......... 1 
 2.0 
10. 40 - 50,000......... 0 

11. 50 - 75,000......... 0 

12. 	 over .75,000.......... 0 

14) 	 How long have you been married to your present
wife? X = 10.51 years S =7.15 years 
15) 	 How old were you when you married your present
wife? X =22.49 years S = 4.01 years 
16) Have you been married before? N = 53 
yes ••••.•••••••••••••• ( 6) 11.3~ 
no ................... (47) 88.7 
recent 
N = 54 
N = 53 
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How long have you been separated from your present17) 
18) 
19) 
20) 
21) 
22) 
23) 
24) 
wife? N = 53 

1. We are not separated ••• 10 

2. 1 - 14 days............ 3 

3. 15 - 30 days........... 7 

4. 1 - 3 months •.••.•••••• 14 

5. 4 - 6 months ••.•••••••• 10 

6. 7 - 12 months.......... 6 

7. over 1 year............ 3 

Have you been separated before? 
yes •••••••••••••••••••• (21) 38.9~ 

no ••••••••••••••••••••• (33) 61.1 

How long ago did you and your wife first talk about 
getting a divorce? X· 17.24 months S • 32.6 months 
18.9~ 
5.7 
13.2 
26.4 
18.9 
11.3 
5.6 

N = 54 

N = 45 

Who filed for this divorce? 

you ..•..........•...... 

you.r wife .....••.•••..• 
Who wants a divorce more? 
you •••••••••••••••••••• 
your wife •••••••••••••• 
Do you want to reconcile? 
N = 54 

22.2~ ~~~~ 77.8 

N = 47 

21.3~ 
78.7 
=48 

43.8~ 
56.2 
Do you believe your wife wants to reconcile N =49 

yes •••••••••••.•••••••• (8) 16.3~ 
no••••••••••••••••••••• (41) 83.7 
~~~~ 

N 
yes .••.•.•.•.•..•.••••• ~~~ino ...............•..•.. 

If a divorce is granted, do you think you will be get­
ting married to someone else during the coming year? 
N =54
1. yes •••••••.•••••••••••• !1j 2.0~ 
2. no. . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43 79.6 
3. not sure ••••••••••••••• 10 18.4 
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25) 	 If a divorce is granted, do you think your wife will 
be getting married to someone else during the coming 
year? N = 53 
1. yes •••••••••••••••• 11.3~ 
2. 	 no ••••••.•••••.•••• 28.3 
3. not sure ••••••••••• 60.4h~l 
26) 	 Place an "X" by all the problems that apply to your 
wife. You may ~~~ one. N • 57 
1. 	 nervousness .•••••.• (33)
2. 	 depression or 
"blues" .•••••••••• 0 1 2 or more 
3. bad temper .....••.. ~~~~ 3 8 46 4. 	 coldness or lack of 

showing affection. 

5. sex problems •••.••• ~~~~ 
6. 	 heavy drinking or 

alcoholism ..•....• ( 4)

7. drug abuse or 
addiction •••.•.••. {il8. poor work record ••• 9. poor health •••••••• 
10. 	 none of these 

problems •••.•••••• ( 3) 

27) 	 Place an "X" by all the problems that apply to you.
You may mark ~ than ~. N = 55 
1. 	 nervousness .•..••.. (28)
2. 	 depression or 
fbIues " .•.••.•••••• 0 1 2 or more 
3. bad temper ••••••••• ~i§~ 6 16 33
4. 	 coldness or lack of 

showing affection. 

5. sex problems ..•...• ~lf~ 
6. 	 heavy drinking or 

alcoholism••.••••• ( 6)

7. dru.g abuse or 
addiction ••••••••• !il8. poor work record .•• 9. poor health •..••.•• 
10. 	 none of these 

problems .....••.•. ( 6) 
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28) 	 Have you ever had a nervous breakdown? N = 52 
yes •.••••••••••••••••.• 1.9~ 
no ..................... ~5i~ 98.1 

29) 	 Have you ever felt you were going to have a nervous 
breakdown? N = 53 
yes .••••••••••••••••••• 20.8~ 
no .........••.•........ ~~~~ 79.2 

30) 	 Has your wife ever had a nervous breakdown? N II: 50 
yes •••••••••••••••••••• (5) 10.0~ 
no •••••••••••••••••••.• (45) 90.0 
31) 	 Have you ever wanted your wife to be punished? N = 52 
1. 	 yes, still do••••••.••• 9.6~ 
2. 	 yes, not anymore ••••••• 13.5{4~l3. 	 no ..................... 76.9 

32) 	 At the present time, do you feel bitter toward your
wife? N = 53 
1. 	 very much bitterness ••• 1.9~ 
2. 	 much bitterness .••••••• 5.7 
3. 	 some bitterness •••••••• 11.3 
4. 	 a little bitterness •••• ~2.l5. 	 no bitterness ....••••.• 9.0I~!I 
33) 	 At the present time, how would you describe your
relationship with your wife? N = 48 
1. 	 friendly ••••••••••••••• 
2. 	 business-like •••••••••• 
3. 	 angry and silent ••••••• 
4. 	 angry and fighting ••••• 
5. 	 other .................. 
describe 
15 31.3_ 
21 43.7 
10 20.8 
1 2.1 
1 2.11 
34) How much discussion have you had with your wife about 
visiting your children? 
1. almost none .••••••••••• 
2. little ................. 

3. some ••••••••••••••••••• 
4. muoh•••••.••••••••••.•• 
5. very much •••••••••••••• 
N =53 
26.4~ 
9.41~117 32.1 
10 18.8 
7 13.3 
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35) How much discussion have you had with one or more 
of the children about visiting? N = 49 
1. almost none •••••••••••• 
2. l1ttle ................. . 
3 • some ................... . 
4. mu ch .................. . 
5 . very much •••••••••••••• 
51.0'; 
10.218.4 

12.28.2 

36) 	 Who has given you advice or counseling about the visit­
ing of the children? You may mark more !h!n~. N = 57 
1. friends ••••••••••••••• f Bl 
2. relatives............. 9 0 1 2 or more 

3. lawyer .•••......•..•.. 22 26 20 11 
4. 	 minister, priest or 

rabbi. • • • • • • • • • • • . • • .12
5. medical doctor........ 0 

6. social worker •..•••••• , 0 
7. psychiatrist.......... 0 

B. psychologist.......... 2 

9. 	 Family Services 

Department of the 

Multnomah County 

Court ............... . 

10. 	 No one ............... . 

37) 	 Would you like to have professional advice or counsel­
ing about the visiting of the children? N =50 
yes •••.•••.•.••.••..•• (13) 26, 
no.•..•..•............ (37) 74 

3B) 	 Have you and your wife reached an agreement about 
visiting your children? N = 54 
1. very clear agreement •• 1141 25.6'; 2. general agreement ••••• 13 24.1 
3. some agreement........ 5 9.3 

4. little agreement...... 2 3.7 
5. no agreement .•.••.••.• 20 37.3 
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39) 	 Are any of your minor children (18 and under) living 
with you now? N = 53 
1. no••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• (39) 73.6. 
2. 	 yes, 11m living with my wife 
and children•••••••••••••••••••• (9) 17.0 
3. 	 yes, at least one of my children 
is living with me •..•..•••••••.• (5) 9.4 
40) 	 At present, when the children are not in school, does 
anyone help take care of them in addition to the 
parents? N = 34 
1. baby sitter comes in once in a 
while .......................... . ( 2) 5.9. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
baby sitter comes in fairly
regularly .••••••••••.•.•...••..• 
neighborhood baby sitter's home 
fairly regularly •••••••••••••••• 
nursery school or pre-school
fairly regularly •.••••.••••••••• 
day care center fairly 
regularly ...................... . 
relatives •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
no, children look after them-
Belves .................••....... 
no, parent is always at home ••••• 
( 3) 
( 4) 
( 1) 
~lg~ 
~ ~~ 
8.8 
11.8 
2.9 
29.4 
23.5 
17.7 
41) If a divorce is granted, where do you expect the 
children to live? N = 54 
1. with my wife ••••••••••••••••••••• 75.9. 
22.22. wi th me •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
3. 	 at least one with ~ wife and 
at least one with me •••••••••••• 1.9 
4. other .....•....................•.
explain __________________________________ 
42) 	 If a divorce is granted, do you expect your wife to 
work for pay outSide the home? N = 53 
1. yes ...•.• • •. • • •• • ••• • • •.• • •.• • • •. l39l 73.6. 
2. no. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . 6 11.3 
3 • not sure......................... 8 15.1 
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43) 

44) 
45) 
How frequently have you visited the children during 
your separation? N = 54 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
not separated ••••••••••• 
separated but all the 
children are with me ••• 
more than once a week ••• 
about once a week ••••••• 
about twice a month ••••• 
about once a month •••••• 
less than once a month •• 
every few months •••••••• 
on special occasions 
and vacations only ••••• 
less than once a year ••• 
none ..•••........••...•. 
( 9) l6.6~ 
4 7.4 
12 22.2 
17 31.5 
5 9.3 
4 7.4 
o 
o 
1.9 
3.7 
During your separation, what has been the effect of 
your visiting the children? N = 51 
1. no separation••••••••••• ( 9) 
2. no visiting ••••••••••••• ( 2 ) 
3. all the children live 
wi th me................ ( 4) 

(10) 19.2~ 
(15) 28.8 
(24) 46.2 
( 1) 1.9 
( 2) 3.9 
4. 	 children are all too 
young to show any 
effect ••••••••••••••••• 
5. 	 makes them easier to 
handle for the mother •• 
6. 	 makes them harder to 
handle for the mother •• 
7. 	 same, not easier or 
harder to handle for 
the mother ••••••••••••• 
During your separation, what 
ings toward you? N : 52 
1. no separation••••••••••• 
2. they seem to love me 
more .•••••••••••••••••• 
3. 	 they seem to love me 
the same ••••••••••••••• 
4. they seem to love me 
less .................. . 

5. 	 they don.t seem to think 
about me ••••••••••••••• 
(11) 21.6 
( 3) 5.9 
( 4) 7.8 
(20) 39.4 
are the children's feel­
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46) 

47) 
48) 
How frequently do you expect to visit the children 
in the future? N = 52 
1. expect them all to live with me ••• 11 
2. more than once a week ••••••••••••• 10 
3. about once a week ••••••••••••••••• 20 
4. about twice a month............... 8 

5. about once a month................ 3 

6. less than once a month............ 0 

7. every few months.................. 0 

8. 	 on special occasions or vaca­
tiona only ..••••••••.•••••••.••.• 

9. less than once a year .••...•..•••• 
10. 	 none ......•......................• 

Do you think your wife wants you to visit the 
children? N = 46 
1. 	 She does not want me to visit 
with them at all •••..••.••••••••• ( 2)
2. 	 ~he wants me to visit less fre­
quently than I expect to 
vi s 1t ............................ ( 7)
3. 	 She wants me to visit more fre­
quently than I expect to 
vislt ............................ ( 1)
4. 	 She wants me to visit about the 
same as I expect to visit •••••••. (36) 
21.2~ 
19.2 
38.5 
15.4 
5.9 
4.3~ 
15.2 
2.2 
78.3 
When do you expect to visit the children in the 
future? N = 49 
1. mainly on weekends .••••••••••••••• 71.4~ 
2. mainly during the week •••••••••••• ~3~~ 4.2 
3. 	 mainly at special times like 
birthdays and holidays •••••.••••• ( 1) 2.0 
4. 	 mainly my vacation or the chil­
dren's summer vacation .•...•.•... ( 1) 2.0 
5. I do not expect to visit ..•......• ( 0)
6. 	 I expect the children to be liv­
1ng with me ....••.••...•••••••••• (10) 20.4 
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49) What arrangements should be made for your visits? 
N = 47 
1. 	 arrange special hours such as 
12 noon to 5:00 p.m ••••••••••••• ( 1) 2.1% 
2. 	 arrange special days such as on 
Saturdays ...................... . (11) 23.4 
3. 	 arrange special days such as 

holidays and vacations .........• ( 0)

4. 	 arrange any time that is con­
venient as long as there is a 
telephone call first .•....•..••• (24) 51.1 
by 	 just dropping in on the chil­
dren any time •.••••.•••.•••••••• 6.4 
6. no visiting •••••••••••••••••••••• ~ r~ 2.1 
7. 	 expect the children to be 
living with me •••••••.••••••.••. ( 7) 14.9 
50) 	 At what age do you think a child should help make the 
main 	decisions about visiting with you? 
1. should not help make main deci­
sions. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 
2. 13 and older ••••••••••••••••.•••• 14 
3 • 11 to 12......................... 5 
4. 9 to 10.......................... 10 

5. 6 to 8........................... 11 

6. 3 to 5........................... 5 

N = 50 
10.0% 
28.0 
10.0 
20.0 
22.0 
10.0 
51) How important do you feel it is for you to visit the 
children in the future? N = 53 
1. not important at all............. 0 

2. unimportant. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 
3 • not sure......................... 5 
4. important. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 
5. very important •.••••••••••••••••• 43 
9.4% 
9.4 
81.2 
52) 	 What do you believe is the most important purpose of 
your visiting the children? N : 37 
1. no real purpose or value ..•.••.•• ( 0) 
2. 	 just to maintain contact 
between father and child •••••••• ( 7) 18.9% 
3. 	 help the child feel secure or 
loved .................... ...... . 62.2 
4. help train the child •..••••.••••• ~2~~ 5.4 
5. 	 every father has a right to 
visit his child ...••..•..•...... ( 5) 13.5 
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53) What is the connection between your paying child 
support and visiting the children? N : 46 
1. 	 I should have the right to visit as 
long as my payments are regular •••• (12) 26.1~ 
2. 	 I should have the right to visit if 
my payments are usually regular •••• (7) 15.2 
3. 	 I should have the right to visit as 
long as I make some payments ••••••• (1) 2.2 
4. 	 I should have the right to visit 
even if I seldom make payments ••••• (2) 4.3 
5. 	 I should have the right to visit 
even if I never make a payment ••••• (14) 30.4 
6. 	 I expect all the minor children 
to live with me •••••••••••••••••••• (10) 21.7 
54) 	 What part should the court play in working out a 
visiting agreement? N = 46 
1. none ............................... . (13) 28.3~ 

2. 	 order "reasonable" visiting privi­
leges and leave details to parents. (15) 32.6 
3. 	 provide counselors to help parents
work out details of visiting 
agreements ••••••••••••••••••••••••• ( 4) 8.7 
4. 	 provide counselors for parents if 
problems arise in visiting 
arrangements ••••••••••••••••••••••• ( 5) 10.9 
spell 	out the details of visiting 
agreement after checking with the 
parents or their lawyers ••••••••••• ( 0)
6. 	 spell out the details of visiting 
agreement after checking with the 
parents and their lawyers and see 
to it that the parents live up to 
the agreement .••••••••••••••••••••• ( 9) 19.5 
55) 	 Do you expect any problems in visiting the children? 
N : 49 
1. ve"rY' tew............................ 35 

2. few. . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 
3. some •••••••••••••••.••••••.••••••••• 5 
4. many. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
5. ve"rY' many........................... 2 

71.4~ 
10.2 
10.2 
4.1 
4.1 
----
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56) 

57) 
58) 
What problems do you expect to have in arranging 
your visits with the children? You may mark ~ 
than ~. N = 47 
1. live too far away •.•• 
2. too little money ••••• ~ ~~ 0 1 2 or more 
3. 	 agreeing on visit- 28 14 5ing times ..••.....•. (13)
4. picking up and re­
turning the chil­
dren., .•..•.........• 
( 5~5. none ................. (28

6. 	 expect children to 
live with me •••••••• (10) 
What problems do you expect to have while visiting the 
children? You may mark ~ than one. N = 57 
1. where the visit takes 
place ............... ( 8) 

2. 	 uncomfortable being 0 1 2 or more 
with the children 25 20 12 
in a visiting
situation••••••••••• (11) 
3. 	 things for the chil­
dren to do ..•••••••• ( 5)
4. 	 keeping the visits 
from becoming "Just 
routine·~ •••••••••••• 
5. none ••••••••••••••••• ~~~~ 
What problems do you expect to have with your wife's 
attitude about your visiting the children? You may
mark 	more than one. N - 57
-

1. about my drinking ..•• ( 2)
2. 	 about my friendship 0 1 2 or more 
with other women •••• ( 4) 40 16 1 
3. 	 about -my automobile 
drlvlng ............. ( 1)
4. about religion•.••..• ( 2) 
5. 	 about her question­
ing the children 
after a visit ••••••• 
6. none .........•....... ~~g~ 
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59) 	 L1st all your ch1ldren from the present marr1age start­
1ng wItn the oldest: N = 54 
F1rst Name 	 Age Relat1onsh1p 
1. 	 ( ) son ( ) daughter 
2. 	 ( ) eon ( ) daughter 
3. 	 ( ) son ( ) daughter 
4. 	 ( ) son ( ) daughter 
5. 	 ( ) son ( ) daughter 
6. 	 ( ) son ( ) daughter 
7. 	 ( ) son ( ) daughter 
8. 	 ( ) son ( ) daughter 
Number of children ••••••• X = 2.09 
80 
APPENDIX B 
1. 	 Letter From Judge Jean L. Lewis to Divorcin~ Parents 

EiPIiinins the Purpose of the Researc 

"Circuit Court of Oregon
flFourth Judicial District - Dept. No. 12 
"County Courthouse 
"Portland, Oregon 97204 
"Jean L. Lewis 
flJudge 
"Dear 
flThe Domestic Relations Department of the Circuit 
Court for Multnomah County is concerned with the welfare of 
children of divorced parents. Of special interest to us are 
the ways parents are able to work out a visiting arrangement
between minor children and the parent who does not live with 
them. Many of these programs work very well. Other fami­
lies constantly have problems. Since it is our responsi­
bility to attempt to fix a visitation program that has 
meaning and value to the parties, we are interested in ob­
taining accurate information about what programs are suc­
cessful and those that are not so that we might be of more 
assistance to other families in the future. 
"We are cooperating with a research team from Portland 
State University, and I would appreciate your completing the 
enclosed questionnaire in order to aid the researchers in 
gathering specific information. 
"The information that is being requested is for 
research purposes only. Your reply will be strictly con­
fidential. Your completed questionnaire will go directly 
to the research team and will not be used or made available 
to the court. Your answers to the questions will not be 
seen by any Judge, attorney, or officer of the court. Your 
questionnaire will not be seen by your spouse. 
"After the research workers have combined your ans­
wers with many others, general conclusions may be reached 
after several months of study. 
81 
"AS a parent, I am sure you are as concerned as I 
about helping children adjust to divorce. I am counting on 
your cooperation to answer the questionnaire accurately and 
to mail it in promptly. 
"Yours very truly, 
"JEAN L. LEWIS 
"Circuit Judge" 
---------------------
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APPENDIX B 
2. 	 Interviewer: Follow-up Phone Call Re~uesting

That the Questionnaire Be !etUrne 

I. Introduction 
My name is I am part of the 
Portland State Research Team working with Judge Lewis. 
II. - Ask them to return it if they received it. 
Judge Lewis sent you a letter and questionnaire a few 
weeks ago. Did you receive it? We haven't received it back 
and were wondering if you had any questions about it? (Ans­
wer any questions to the best of your ability and try to 
convince them to return the questionnaire.) 
Judge Lewis is most anxious to have these question­
naires returned as soon as possible so we can complete the 
research. Your answers are all strictly confidential and 
will not be seen by anyone other than the research team mem­
bers. 
We would appreciate it if you would fill out the ques­
tionnaire and return it this week. Thank you so much. 
APPENDIX B 
3. 	 Follow-up Letter Requesting That 
The QuestionnaIre Be Returnea--
MeA Research Team 
School of Social Work 
Portland State University
1632 s. W. 12th Ave. 
Portland, Oregon 97201 
Dear 
A letter and questionnaire were recently mailed to 
you from Judge Lewis regarding visitation of minor children 
after their parents file for divorce. The questionnaire 
was to be returned to the Portland State University research 
team which is recording the results. We have not received 
your questionnaire. Judge Lewis is most anxious to have 
these returned as soon as possible so that the team can 
complete the research. 
As Judge Lewis stated in her letter this information 
is strictly confidential and will not be seen by anyone but 
the research team. Please send yours in this week. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
Sincerely yours, 
Vincent Glaudin, Ph.D. 
Director, MeA Research Team 
VG:vc 
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4. Interviewer: Phoning To Make Interview Appointment 
I. Introduotion 
My name is I am part of the 
Portland State University Researoh Team working with Judge 
Lewis. You filled out a questionnaire a few weeks ago re­
garding visitation of minor children. We really appreoiate 
your filling it out for us. 
II. Askins them to ~ in for an appointment 
We understand that often it isn't enough to fill out 
a questionnaire and that it is muoh more helpful to talk to 
someone in person. Therefore, we're asking everyone who 
filled out a questionnaire to oome in for an interview. 
Like the questionnaire, it will be strictly confidential. 
We oertainly would appreciate it if you could come in. 
(Arrange a time.) 
Thank you so muoh. I'm looking forward to seeing you 
then. 
--------------------
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5. Interviewer: At Beginning of Interview 
I. 	 Introduction 
Hello, 1'm Wonlt you come in? 
II. Small Talk to Put Interviewee at Ease 
I hope you didnlt have too much trouble finding this 
office, etc. 
III. 	 Explanation of Interview 
You might have some questions about why I asked you 
here. (Pause - answer any questions.) As I said on the 
phone, we realize that a written questionnaire is often in­
adequate to really know a person, and we would like to hear 
in your own words the responses to our questions. Further­
more, you may be able to help us by adding things that are 
important or telling us where questions are unclear. Having 
gone through this experience yourself, you know better than 
we do what is important. 
Also, welre checking on the clarity of the question­
naire and not on your consistency. There may be answers that 
you want to change. Please feel free to do so. If the sit­
uation has changed significantly in any way since you filled 
out the questionnaire it would help if you point that out. 
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I haven't seen your original questionnaire, so I don't 
know how you answered the questions the first time. The 
interviewers do not see any of the questionnaires before we 
interview. 
Do you have any questions? If not, let's begin. lid 
like you to help me fill this out. 
IV. 	 At Conclusion 
Is there anything else you'd like to add or discuss? 
Thank you so much for coming in. You have been most 
helpful and we really appreciate it. 
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Number, percentafe, and Correlat1on of Res~nse A~reement 
Between Miiled- n Questionnaires ana-the Interviews 
Number Percentage 
No. of of of 
Q.uest1on Quest10n Agreement Agreement r 
4. Age 	 30 100 
5. Race 	 30 100 
6. 	 rte11g1on 29 97 
i 
7. 	 How long have you l1ved at 

I your current address? 30 100 

8. 	 Please 1nd1cate the amount 

I of schoo11ng you have 

. completed: 	 26 87 
9. 	 1re you presently
employed? 	 28 93 
i 
12. 	 ijow long have you worked 
for your present or 
most recent employer? 28 	 97 
13. 	 What 1s your 1ncome? 22 73 
14. 	 How long have you been 
marr1ed to your present
w1fe (husband)? 30 100 
15. 	 ~ow old were you when you 
. marr1ed your )resent 
I w1fe (husband ? 	 29 97 
16. 	 ~ve you been marr1edJ before? 30 100 
17. 	 pw long have you been 
I separated from your pre-
I sent w1fe 	 (husband)? 30 100 
18. 	 Have you been separated

before? 27 go 
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Number Percentage
No. of of of 
Question Question Agreement Agreement r
-
19. How long ago did you 
and 10ur wife (hus­
band first talk about 
getting a divorce? 15 50 
20. Who filed for this 
divorce? 	 29 97 
21. Who wants a divorce more? 28 93 
22. Do you want to reconcile? 25 83 
23. 	 Do you believe your wife (husband) wants to 
reconcile? 23 77 
24. 	 If a divorce is granted,
do you think you will be 
getting married to some­
one else during the 
coming year? 27 90 
25. 	 If a divorce is granted,
do you think your wife 
(husband) will be get­
ting married to some­
one else during the 
coming year? 21 70 
28. 	 Have you ever had a 
nervous breakdown? 27 90 
29. 	 Have you ever felt you 
were going to have a 
nervous breakdown? 25 83 
30. 	 Has your wife (husband) 
ever had a nervous 
breakdown? 28 93 
31. 	 Have you ever wanted your 
wife (husband) to be 
punished? 23 77 
89 
Number Percentage
No. of of of 
Question Question Agreement Agreement r
-
32. 	 At the present time, do 
you feel bitter toward 
your wife (husband)? 19 63 .55 
33. 	 At the present time, how 
would you describe your
relationship with your
wife (husband)? 22 73 
34. 	 How much discussion have 
you had with your wife 
(husband) about visit­
ing your children? 16 53 .46 
35. 	 How much discussion have 
you had with one or 
more of the children 
about visiting? 16 53 .55 
37. 	 Would you like to have 
professional advice or 
counseling about the 
visiting of the chil­
dren? 26 87 
38. 	 Have you and your wife (husband) reached an 
agreement about visit­
ing your children? 20 67 .28 
39. 	 Are any of your minor 
children (18 and under)
living with you now? 29 97 
40. 	 At present, when the chil­
dren are not in school, 
does anyone help take 
care of them in addi­
tion to the parente? 16 53 
41. 	 If a divorce is granted,
where do you expect the 
children to live? 29 97 
90 
Number 
No. of of Question Question Agreement 
42. 	 If a divorce is granted, 
do you expect your 
wife (husband) to work 
for pay outside the 
home? 22 
43. 	 How frequently have you 
(has your husband)
visited the children 
during the separation? 27 
44. 	 During your separation,
what has been the effect 
of your (husband's)
visiting the children? 17 
45. 	 During your separation,
what are the children's 
feelings toward you
(your husband)? 19 
46. How fre1uentlY do you .ex­
pect your husband) to 
visit the children in 
the future? 18 
47. Do you think your wife 
wants you (Do you want 
your husband) to visit 
the children? 	 24 
48. 	 When do you expect (your
husband) to visit the 
children in the future? 21 
.... 
49. 	 What arrangement4 should 
be made for your (hus­
bandls) visits? 20 
50. 	 At what age do you think 
a child should help
make the main deciSions 
about V1s1t1~ with you(your husband? 12 
Percentage
of 
Agreement 	 r
-
73 
90 
57 
63 
60 
80 
70 
67 
40 
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Number Percentage 
No. of 	 of of 
Question Question 	 Agreement Agreement r 
51. 	 How important do you 
feel it is for you 
(your husband) to visit 
the children in the 
future? 21 70 .39 
52. 	 What do you believe is 
the most important pur­
pose of your (hus­
band's) visiting the 
children? 13 43 
53. 	 What is the connection 
between your (hus­
band's) paying child 
support and visiting 
the children? 20 67 
54. 	 What part should the court 
play in working out a 
visiting agreement? 16 53 
55. 	 Do you expect any problem s 
with (your husband's)
visiting the children? 25 83 .70 
